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Monographs and edited volumes on the state of the humanities that analyse, reflect on, and cast aspersions on the hostile environment in which they have to survive constitute one of those publishing genres of evergreen popularity. Chapter 1 of this volume attempts a taxonomy of the inspiration behind these numerous publications, and identifies two main strands of writing in this area. One dwells on the seemingly ineluctable (and ongoing) demise of the humanities as an academic area of scholarship in the context of a progressively more and more marketised higher education sector. The other (which often is motivated by an advocacy intent) makes exorbitant claims for the benefits of a humanities-based education and for the wealth-creation and social-regeneration potential of areas of work unfairly presented as obscure, rarefied, and engrossed in an irrelevant love affair with either the past or with opaque French theoretical constructs, or as the privilege of the wealthy (Foskett 2010; Shorris 2000) . Despite their longevity, there is little doubt that both strands of publishing have enjoyed a brisk surge in popularity in the United Kingdom and in the United States, in response to recent developments in education policy and severe cuts to higher education funding, whichparticularly in the United Kingdom -have appeared to target funding towards lab-based scientific disciplines at the expenses of teaching in the arts and humanities and the social sciences.
As a result, undergraduate and postgraduate courses in Britain now need to survive in what has, de facto , become a free market in higher educational provision. Universities are expected to compete in attracting talented (and solvent) students and in offering appealing courses that will facilitate students' access to the job market, but above all they must provide 'value for money' for their customers. Furthermore, private educational providers are being encouraged to enter this new free market on the basis that increased competition will, supposedly, lower prices and raise quality. Although in the United States, which is, together with Britain, the focus of this book, this process of commodification has a long and well-documented history (see for instance, Newfield 2003) , in the United Kingdom, what Furedi (2010: 1) refers to as the 'institutionalisation of the policies of marketisation' has been progressively shaping academic life since the 1970s. Nevertheless, the higher education reform implemented in the United Kingdom by the Conservative and Liberal Democrat Coalition government, which came to power following the May 2010 general elections, equates to a profound shift, both practical and ideological, in the ways universities are funded, operate, and conceive of their relationships to students. We might be witnessing the end of 'market fundamentalism' (Sandel 2012 ) and the 'failure of capitalism' (Mattick 2011) , as indeed has been suggested, but both the market and the capitalist system are ostensibly thriving in the heartland of the Western academy.
It is perhaps unsurprising, in consideration of the nature, extent, and speed of change, that the pace of publishing on the humanities and on the institu tion of the university more generally, should have sped up over the past three years, as a way to make sense of the new situation, to explore its implications, and to denounce the damage that the reforms might cause to the university as a public institution. In the United Kingdom, most of these interventions in the political debate around education reform centre on the delicate position in which the humanities and social sciences now find themselves. As a result, in recent publications, the value of the humanities and long-standing concerns over their perceived 'crisis' have been subsumed into a larger debate on the role of the institution of the university in contemporary society, and broader preoccupations for the risk that its function might be altered significantly (if not corrupted outright) by the introduction of free-market logic in its operations (Williams 2013) .
In most cases, these publications have a clear activist political agenda: they are campaigning, when not militant in their intent. For instance, in his introduction to the edited collection entitled, poignantly, A Manifesto for the Public University , British sociologist John Holmwood (2011: 2) openly explains that the volume was conceived as 'a direct response to the threat to the public benefits of higher education that will potentially follow from the introduction of the market'. The main thrust of the book is that 'the crisis of the public university is also a crisis of public life' (5), and that it is not just scholarship and teaching in arts, humanities, and social sciences that stand to suffer from the recent policy change, but also social mobility, the quality of public life, and the nature of citizenship (ibid.).
In his contribution to a collection of essays meaningfully entitled The Assault on Universities: A Manifesto for Resistance , which he coedited, the communications and cultural studies scholar Des Freedman laments that 'while respective governments have set the ideological and policy agenda, university employers seem reluctant to stand in their way' (Freedman 2011: 5) . Freedman points an accusing finger at the senior management of British universities for their compliant reaction to the recent educational reforms that have brought about 'a higher education system which is overwhelmingly privately financed and increasingly market driven' (ibid.). The book positions itself as the voice of the resistance to these reforms from within the academy, and takes the struggle against the privatisation and marketisation of the university as the starting point for a broader mission: 'to defend the idea of university education as a public good that is reducible neither to market values nor to instrumental reason' (ibid.: 10). Similarly, in the preface to his volume For the University: Democracy and the Future of the Institution , English literature scholar Thomas Docherty (2011) acknowledges that, whilst the general themes of his book had been a long-standing object of interest and reflection, they have gained 'pressing urgency' as a result of the worrying post-2010 policy developments in the United Kingdom: 'The change in question, driven by the UK's first peacetime coalition government, is really an attack on the fundamental principle that the University exists as a key constituent in a public sphere' (viii). The causes and consequences (both intended and unintended) of this 'attack' are at the heart of Docherty's impassioned analysis and strenuous apology for the public and civic role of the university. Stefan Collini's What Are Universities For? (2012) is infused with a similar spirit: it belongs, as its author explains, to the literary category of the polemic, which aspires 'to bring the reader to focus on and recognise something hitherto neglected, misdescribed, undervalued, or suppressed' (xiii). In this case, this 'something' is the role and value of universities beyond considerations of economic value: 'Of course the case for their value and importance needs to be made. But it needs to be made in appropriate terms, and these terms are not chiefly, and certainly not exclusively, economic ', Collini maintains (x) .
The reader will find many of these preoccupations expressed and reflected upon herein. However, our present book remains essentially different from this type of publication both in its intention and gestation, which has been longer, and thus not immediately tied in to recent changes in policy and funding for the educational sector in either the United States or the United Kingdom. Some chapters (such as Jim McGuigan's and Michael B é rub é' s) touch on the broader preoccupation with the nature and purpose of higher education today, and do so with conviction and polemical vim. However, the book as a whole does not explicitly set out to focus on questions of educational policy and research funding. The book is not a polemic, not a piece of advocacy, nor, in fact, a discipline-based defence of the value of the humanities, nor a hopeful call for increased funding. The aim of the book is rather to engage with the current debate on the value, impact, and utility (or perceived lack thereof) of the humanities by tracking the many ways in which scholarship in the humanities, as well as the expertise of professionals with a training in the arts and humanities, are trying to address the complexity of contemporary society, thus trying to make a positive contribution in untangling live ethical, practical, and scholarly challenges. In doing so, we intend to problematise and enrich the exploration of the boundaries -as well as the overlaps -between 'the useful and the valuable' (Graham 2005: 29ff.) , thus pushing our enquiry beyond narrow preoccupations for 'making the case' for the arts and humanities.
The connection between the arts, humanities and the market remain, however, a very important and defining thematic strand in the book. In response to moral philosopher Michael Sandel's position that 'we need a public debate about the moral limits of markets', this book contributes to precisely such a debate by looking at how the market relates to the arts and humanities as fields of both enquiry and praxis (Sandel 2010: 265) . Sandel (2012) believes that the years leading to the financial crisis of 2008 were the era of 'market triumphalism', a time of unfettered faith in deregulation and the developmental potential of market reasoning. Indeed, he goes as far as suggesting that 'the reach of markets, and market-oriented thinking, into aspects of life traditionally governed by non-market norms is one of the most significant developments of our time' (ibid.: 7). Sandel (2012: 9) also discusses the 'corrosive tendency of markets', in the sense that 'putting a price on the good things in life can corrupt them. That's because markets don't only allocate goods; they also express and promote certain attitudes towards the goods being exchanged'. This is an interesting position in that it stresses the value dimension of a reliance on the market to deliver what used to be conceived of as public services. This is a useful lens through which to consider the current predicament of the humanities and the higher education sector, whereby the introduction of market mechanisms has not simply changed the way in which education is being delivered, but has in fact altered the very notion of higher education as a public good, substituting it with the notion of education as a commodity to be traded in the market, thus recasting universities as a site for the production and sale of a valuable commodity (where value is, strictly speaking, economic value that can be quantified and expressed in monetary terms). In Sandel's own words: 'Economists often assume that markets are inert, that they do not affect the goods they exchange. But this is untrue. Markets leave their mark. Sometimes, market values crowd out nonmarket values worth caring about' (ibid.).
Therefore, although our book does not set out to be militant in its approach in the same ways as the ones mentioned previously, it is certainly engag é . Like many recent publications in this area, its intellectual location is also within that strand of thinking and writing that is acutely aware of the moral limits of markets, and it endeavours to explore the consequences of the increasing encroachment of market values in ever more areas of life (Anderson 1995; Sandel 2010 Sandel , 2012 . However, the ultimate aim of our exercise of critiquing the present state of the humanities within and outside of the academy is a practical one: the book aspires to be agenda-setting and to highlight the different ways in which scholars who see themselves as humanists deal with the intellectual, methodological, and pragmatic challenges they find themselves addressing. Similarly, the book also explores how professionals trained in the humanities draw on their formation in their professional practice as arts administrators, policy makers, and 'curators of meaning' for the general public. Even though the concerns raised in the polemical books we have just looked at also -predictably -loom large in many of the essays included in this collection, we have attempted to focus analytical attention on already existing working practices within the arts and humanities. Hence, we have made a conscious effort to take a broader perspective, which incorporates the intellectual challenges that humanities researchers deal with every day in the face of an increasingly global academy and the growing interest for interdisciplinary practice and digital technologies, with the attendant adjustments that they require from both researchers and practitioners.
This desire to engage with the practical reality in which -as humanists -we operate dates back to a series of workshops that originated from a partnership between the University of Warwick in the United Kingdom and Duke University in the United States and were funded by the Arts and Humanities Research Council with a generous financial contribution from Duke. Two research workshops were organised in 2009; they marked the beginning of a conversation among colleagues from different backgrounds (nationally and professionally), based on dissatisfaction with the terms of the current debate around research policy and the burgeoning 'impact' rhetoric, and spurred on by a willingness to develop new critiques of present developments and new narratives of value for the arts and humanities. As cultural policy scholars, it was natural for us to look beyond the academy and to engage with educational policy developments as well as with organisational and administrative questions in a critical yet constructive manner, and with an eye to the pragmatic implications of the issues explored. As a result, the academic humanities are one important subset of what we take the 'humanities' to be, yet we have sought to include in this collection of essays broader reflections about the influence of humanities thinking in today's society. The intellectual and working relationships that were forged during those two research workshops have developed significantly between 2009 and the present day, alongside public debates on the value, impact, and utility of the arts and humanities. We had no idea back then of how topical and politically relevant this project would become. It is our ambition to offer this volume as our contribution to an important debate about the value of the arts and humanities, beyond narrow conceptions of 'impact' and preoccupations with markets.
The book does not put forward a single unified voice or argument, nor does it espouse a particular conception of where the value of the humanities might rest; it does not have a homogeneous 'position' to advocate in current political debates over funding policies. Rather, it presents a number of possible narratives and understandings of how we can talk about the value and relevance of the humanities today, and how we can build, from a humanities perspective, new approaches to researching contemporary topical issues, ranging from how we decide to treat animals destined for human consumption to how we define problems of epistemology and methods in research collaborations with natural scientists. The book acknowledges the challenging environment in which humanities scholars and professionals whose practice is rooted in the humanities operate today, and it explores how we as humanists can engage with this situation and shape the policy discourse in an active and constructive way, accepting that there might not be a single 'correct' approach to doing this. The book aims to introduce new narratives of value in the current debate, and to go beyond narrow concerns for the developing 'impact agenda' in order to consider what broader challenges such as sustainability, ethics, and digitisation pose for the humanities, and how they can be addressed.
Although our interest in questions around the value and impact of the humanities followed on from earlier work on the impact of the arts that was conducted at the University of Warwick (see, for instance, Belfiore and Bennett 2008 and 2010), we are both scholars who are now working in a highly interdisciplinary research field, at the crossroads between the humanities and the social sciences, yet we both share a background in fairly traditional liberal arts education. We are employed by UK universities, yet we are not UK citizens; as undergraduates, we trained in humanities disciplines before earning doctorates in cultural policy studies in the United Kingdom. Dr Belfiore studied classics, literature, and philosophy in Italy and the United Kingdom, and Dr Upchurch studied literature and liberal studies in the United States. Our methods of text and discourse analysis and archival research are associated with research in the humanities.
At the beginning of our collaboration in 2007, we discussed and debated which academic disciplines actually constituted 'the humanities', finding that our understandings were different and reflected our countries of origin as well as our shared experience of universities in the United Kingdom. This reflects Collini's history of the term humanitie s: 'for various institutional and practical purposes, certain disciplines have to be grouped together, though we should be aware, first, that the lines of division are drawn differently not just in different countries but even in different universities within the same country, and second, that these groupings have changed over time' (Collini 2012: 62-3) . He traces the plural 'humanities' to its origin in the mid-twentieth century in the United States, where its use was 'part of a response to an aggressive form of positivism that promoted the supposed methods of the natural sciences as the basis for all true knowledge. This usage became increasingly widespread in Britain in the course of the 1940s and 1950s' (ibid.: 63).
Two related themes characterise the discourse about the humanities: first, that it is largely reactive and so has tended to have a defensive tone not found in most discourse about the sciences, and second, that the humanities seem 'almost always in "crisis"' (Collini 2012: 63) . As Geoffrey Galt Harpham (2011: 23) has recently put it, 'Once considered an affliction, crisis has become a way of life'. Indeed, the publication of J. H. Plumb's Crisis in the Humanities , almost fifty years ago, in 1964, and the recent debates and questions from which our book originates, point to an ongoing state of tension for the humanities, which Belfiore, Parker, and B é rub é discuss in their chapters .
This tension has a longer history in the United States, where modern research universities began to be established in the late nineteenth century, following models in Europe and Germany that had produced major scientific advances (Newfield 2003: 26) . From its beginnings, the research university as conceived and funded in the United States was associated with economic growth, scientific research, and financial management. Most universities there were, and are, to some degree dependent on funding from external sources -donors and legislative bodies -causing them to be responsive to influences from outside the institution. In this context, the disciplines known as 'the liberal arts' and 'the humanities' became the sites where primarily undergraduates were taught critical thinking, writing skills, and conceptions of democratic citizenship essential to the professionals and corporate workers needed in twentiethcentury capitalism's modernising systems of management. Notions in liberal humanism of individual freedom and agency, and their inherent radicalism, were muted by the university's need to produce autonomous, but compliant, middle-class professionals, bureaucratic and corporate managers, and today's 'knowledge workers' (Newfield 2003) .
What then, are 'the humanities'? Naming the academic disciplines most commonly grouped together offers a starting point; however, most definitions now acknowledge the complexity and interdisciplinarity of contemporary scholarship. For a preliminary definition, Collini turns to the Oxford English Dictionary, which defines the humanities as 'the branch of learning concerned with human culture; the academic subjects collectively comprising this branch of learning, as history, literature, ancient and modern languages, law, philosophy, art, and music' (Collini 2012: 63) . Enhancing this listing of disciplines, he writes: 'the label "the humanities" is now taken to embrace that collection of disciplines which attempt to understand, across barriers of time and culture, the actions and creations of other human beings considered as bearers of meaning, where the emphasis tends to fall on matters to do with individual or cultural distinctiveness and not on matters which are primarily susceptible to characterization in purely statistical or biological terms' (Collini 2012: 64) . American moral philosopher Donald Phillip Verene (2002: x) proposes a neater if somewhat narrower definition: 'I would define the humanities as philosophy, history, and the languages and literatures, in other words, those fields that study arts, letters and morals'.
Perhaps surprisingly, more consistent attempts to broaden our understanding of what the humanities are and to acknowledge the increasingly porous boundaries between the disciplines seem to have come from the bodies in charge of distributing public resources to arts and humanities research. In the United States, the National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965 states that The term 'humanities' includes, but is not limited to, the study of the following: language, both modern and classical; linguistics; literature; history; jurisprudence; philosophy; archaeology; comparative religion; ethics; the history, criticism and theory of the arts; those aspects of social sciences which have humanistic content and employ humanistic methods; and the study and application of the humanities to the human environment with particular attention to reflecting our diverse heritage, traditions, and history and to the relevance of the humanities to the current conditions of national life.
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This framing names the disciplines, but also attempts to encompass methods and approaches and even 'relevance' to the contemporary. The Act established the National Endowment for the Humanities, a federal agency that distributes grants to support humanities scholarship undertaken by museums, archives, libraries, colleges, and universities, and researchers in the United States. The Arts and Humanities Research Council, one of the funding agencies for academic research in the United Kingdom, resists categorising by academic discipline, method, or subject of study, due to the nature of contemporary research, stating that the Council 'takes into account the approach to be adopted: whether the questions or problems to be addressed, the wider context in which those questions or problems are located, as well as the methodologies to be adopted, can most plausibly be regarded as falling within the domain of the arts and humanities '. 2 This merging and overlapping of disciplines and fields of enquiry characterise many of the contributions in this book, which seeks to illustrate the diversity of approaches, methods, and contexts for studying and understanding human creativity and related meaning making, and represents the views of thirteen authors from the United States and the United Kingdom. Several are recognised for their published work on the issues, whilst some are engaging with questions about the politics of teaching and research for the first time. The contributors are very consciously articulating an agenda for the humanities, and we have organised the chapters in thematic sections to make that agenda explicit:
Part I: The humanities and their 'impa ct' Each of the five parts opens with an introduction to the chapters included in it, so what follows here is a brief introduction to the collection as a whole. The first five chapters address the situation of the academic humanities. In Part I, The Humanities and Their 'Impact', essays by Eleonora Belfiore (UK) and Jan Parker (UK) frame the recent history and contours of the 'impact' debate. Both scholars are recognised for their published work on the impact of the arts and humanities, and they trace the recent trajectory of discourses about the value of the humanities in teaching and research. In Part II, Utility vs. Value, two humanities scholars, Michael B é rub é (US) and David Looseley (UK), and a social scientist, Jim McGuigan (UK), respond to and criticise the rhetoric and influence of 'impact', arguing that notions of 'utility' and 'impact' are inadequate proxies for value that are ideologically hostile to the humanities and humanities research. Professor Looseley points to the possibility that the humanities can articulate a 'new governing philosophy' for the public sector to replace the dominance of market-oriented thinking.
The next two parts of the book examine the place that humanities research and thinking have in the wider world. The contribution of the humanities to interdisciplinary research is the subject of Part III, The Humanities and Interdisciplinarity. A medical historian, Howard I. Kushner (US) and physician Leslie Leighton (US) trace the intersections of histories of medicine, medical research, and clinical practice, pointing out the insights that can be gained and the challenges that must be overcome in interdisciplinary medical research. Connie Johnston (US), a geographer, argues for the necessity of an integrated science and humanities approach to solving the problems that face the planet, including climate change and environmental degradation.
The ways that humanist perspectives shape cultural organisations and are reflected in organisational practices are the subject of Part IV, titled Meaning Making and the Market. Mark O'Neill (UK) discusses the practices of interpretation and meaning making in his chapter about the social and economic roles of museums, confirming humanist values at the core of museums as public institutions. Anna Upchurch (UK), a cultural policy researcher, and Jean McLaughlin (US), director of the Penland School of Crafts in North Carolina, examine and propose connections among organisational values, craft practices, and environmental sustainability that suggest an alternative to dominant 'knowledge economy' business and organisational models.
The collection closes with chapters that examine ethical issues around intellectual property in the new media age and the influence of digitisation on humanities practices in Part V, titled Digitisation, Ethics, and the Humanities. The section opens with an introductory chapter by Eleonora Belfiore that brings the reader up to date with the radical reforms that have taken place in 2012 in British government policy, resulting in the new expectation that all publicly funded research should be published in open-access mode so as to be freely accessible by the public. Although this is not a ground-breaking policy development for the natural sciences, where several funders have already had open-access mandates in operation for years, it does mark a sudden and radical change for the arts and humanities. Understandably, the new policy has caused both enthusiasm and concern among researchers. The reasons for both are discussed in Chapter 10 , which also asks whether the embracing of the open-access agenda might open up exciting new opportunities for a genuine and less instrumental public engagement strategy, and new forms for arts and humanities scholarship that can create public value.
The other two chapters in Part V focus on perspectives from the United States: Rick McGeer, a research scientist for HP Labs in Palo Alto, California, argues for the growing need for engaged, ethical thought in the digital age to clarify and articulate what he terms 'the implicit contracts' between consumers and content producers and distributors, as well as the ethical and legal issues that concern scientists and engineers in hardware and software development. In the final chapter, Mark Olson argues for the inclusion of new skills, practices, and infrastructure to equip humanities scholars to engage with and intervene in the techno-culture of the age of digitisation.
Even though the last two chapters in the Digitisation, Ethics, and the Humanities part do not explicitly deal with debates on matters of funding policy that are currently live within the academic community, they both raise the kind of ethical, cultural, and political issues that are the core of the value debate that is behind changes in open access policies and the reactions of both the academic community and conventional academic publishers, discussed in Belfiore's introduction to the section. As McGeer himself warns his reader, the reflections contained in his chapter 'are most troubling when we consider the case of research content, which has been produced on the taxpayer's dime and is increasingly used to enrich private actors'. Olson's provocative invitation to 'hack' the humanities in response to their perceived crisis ( Chapter 12 ) is similarly a call for a constructive approach to maximising the creative and intellectual opportunities afforded by new online digital tools. As he explains, A hacker ethos is a way of feeling your way forward, through trial and error, up to and perhaps beyond the limits of your expertise, in order to make something, perhaps even something new. It is provisional, sometimes ludic, and involves a willingness to transgress boundaries, to practice where you don't belong.
The essays contained in this book all share some of this 'hacker' ethos; many tell the story of how the humanities and their cultors both within the academy and in the professional world have tried to leave their comfort zone and get their hands 'dirty' in the attempt to branch out to other disciplines and to figure out their place in the world and the contributions they can make while remaining ostensibly rooted in the humani ties. If we accept Harpham's (2011: 16) contention that 'the precise questions to which the humanities furnish imprecise, partial, and indirect answers are, What is humankind? What does it mean to be human? and What makes a significant/worthy/fulfilled life?', then surely the humanities need to engage with the problem, What does it mean to be human today ? in a digital, interconnected, and global political, cultural, and economic order. We believe that, in this volume, the academic, the lay reader, and the policy maker will find examples and suggestions of how humanities research and study have gone about constructively addressing some of the great challenges of contemporary life. 
